Abstract: This paper argues that Hungarian underwent a word order change from SOV to Top Foc V X* prior to its documented history beginning in 1192. Proto-Hungarian SOV is reconstructed primarily on the basis of shared constructions of archaic Old Hungarian, and Khanty and Mansi, the sister languages of Hungarian. The most likely scenario of the change from head-final to head-initial was the spreading of right dislocation, and the reanalysis of right dislocated elements by new generations of speakers as arguments in situ. In Hungarian − as opposed to Khanty and Mansi − right dislocation was facilitated by the extension of differential object marking to all direct objects. The change in basic word order initiated the restructuring of other parts of Hungarian grammar as well, which is a still ongoing process.
(4) a. És azok [legottan hálójok meghagyván] követék őtet and they immediately net-3PL-Ø PRT-leaving follow-PAST-3PL him "And, straightway leaving their net, they followed him" (Munich C. (1416 (Munich C. ( /1466 b. Azok kedyg [legottan el hagywan haloyok-at], kóweteek hewtet they COORD immediately PRT-leaving net-3PL-ACC followed him "And, straightway leaving their net, they followed him" (Jordánszky C. (1516-19 ))
The hypothesis that the sporadic occurrence of caseless referential objects in SOV -uan/uen clauses of 14th-15th century codices is an archaism preserved from Proto-Hungarian is also supported by the fact that -uan/uen clauses represent the most conservative clause type of Old
Hungarian in other respects as well. Their conservative nature is also evident in the case of negation. Hungarian negative pronouns such as semmi ‛nothing', senki ‛nobody', semmikor ‛never' involve an incorporated negative particle, which lost its negative force in the course of the Old Hungarian period, and came to require the presence of an additional negative particle. This newly added negative particle assumed the function of the negative operator, and the negative pronouns came to be interpreted as indefinite pronouns subjected to negative concord (cf. É. Kiss 2011a, Gugán 2012). The negative construction without a separate negative particle already represents a minority pattern in 14th-15th century codices, and it completely disappears by the 16th century. Nevertheless, the -uan/uen clauses of Jókai codex (1370/1448) only contain the rare, archaic pattern (É. Kiss 2011a). That is, whereas the majority of the finite negative clauses of Jókai codex show the innovative negative concord structure illustrated in (5), all of its negative -uan/uen clauses are of the type illustrated in (6), containing no negative particle:
(5) vgÿ hogÿ mendenestewlfoguan semmÿ meg nem ÿelennek so that altogether nothing PRT not appear-COND-3SG
"so that nothing at all would [not] appear" (Jókai C., p. 66) (6) mendenestewlfoguan maganac semÿtt meg tarttuan altogether himself-DAT nothing-ACC PRT keeping "keeping nothing at all for himself" (Jókai C., p. 8)
‛Verb-Auxiliary' order
Old Hungarian had complex tenses, marking both tense and aspect. The lexical verb bore the aspect morpheme and the agreement morpheme, and an auxiliary (cognate with the copula) bore the tense marker. The auxiliary always immediately followed the V; many scribes, e.g.
that of example (7b), did not even leave a space between the V and the auxiliary. The strictly adjacent ‛V Aux' complex appears to be the relic of a head-final VP preceding the temporal auxiliary in a head-final TP ([ TP [ VP …V] Aux]).
(7) a. es odu-tt-a vol-a neki paradisumut hazoa and give-PERF-3SG be-PAST he.DAT Paradise-ACC house-for "and had given him Paradise for a house" (Funeral Sermon and Prayer (1192-95)) b.
Kiknc̣ ėggic hiua-ttat-ic-ual-a Orphanac & masic Rvtnac
who-PL-DAT one call-PASS-3SG-be-PAST Orpha-DAT & other Ruth-DAT "one of whom was called Orpha, and the other, Ruth" (Vienna C., Ruth 1,4)
The variable position of the interrogative complementizer e
In the strictly SOV sister languages of Hungarian, not only the VP but also the CP is headfinal, thus the interrogative complementizer appears clause-finally, cliticized to the V:
here sleep.1PL-Q wife-1SG there was-Q "Do we sleep here?" "Was my wife there?" (Juhász 1991: 501) In present-day Hungarian, the interrogative particle of yes-no questions, which is cognate with the Khanty and Mansi interrogative complementizer, is cliticized to the verb. In the first Old Hungarian codices, however, it still often appears clause-finally, and sometimes is spelled out both at the end of the clause and right-adjacent to the verb. This variation in the position of the interrogative particle suggests that it is the descendant of a clause-final complementizer cliticized to the V. When the VP came to be reanalyzed as head-initial, some speakers interpreted it as a clause-final clitic, others analyzed it as a verbal clitic, yet others resolved this uncertainty by duplicating the particle. whether.or.not forget-POSSIB-3SG-Q the mother her small child-3SG-ACC-Q "Can the mother forget her small child?" (Nádor C. (1508), cited by Simonyi (1882: 189))
In sum: Old Hungarian displayed relics of a head-final VP, a head-final TP, and a head-final CP.
SOV typological features of Hungarian
Although the VP and the functional projections subsuming it have been head-initial throughout the documented history of Modern Hungarian, the language shares many typological features of SOV languages. The lexical layer of the NP is strictly head-final. (The DP layer, which developed in the Old Hungarian period parallel with the evolution of articles, on the other hand, is already head-initial -see Egedi (2011) Hungarian immediately followed the V, which must have grammaticalized in a period when the head-final VP was subsumed by a head-final TP. The interrogative particle had two alternative positions (V-adjacent and clause-final), which presumably derived from a complementizer position that was simultaneously both V-adjacent and clause-final in the SOV proto-language. Many typological features of Hungarian also appear to be remnants of a former head-final grammar.
The reanalysis of SOV as Top Foc V X*
In the SOV sentence structure that many Uralic languages seem to have preserved, the S and O constituents not only bear grammatical functions, but simultaneously also fulfil discourse roles: the subject also functions as the (primary) topic, and the object functions as the focus, or as a secondary topic. In Khanty and Mansi, the languages most closely related to Hungarian, the coincidence of the subject and topic roles is an absolute requirement; if the thematically most prominent complement is to be assigned the focus role, and some other complement is to act as the primary topic, the sentence must be passivized (Nikolaeva 1999).
(In the Khanty passive construction, not only the D-structure object but also any adverbial complement can undergo NP-movement -cf. Kulonen (1989) .) Observe the Khanty minimal pair in (18). The subject of (18a) is substituted in (18b) by an interrogative pronoun, which is obligatorily focussed. Hence the sentence must be passivized, with the D-structure object raised into the position of the subject-topic: (18) The fusion of grammatical functions and discourse roles attested in Khanty and Mansi has also been hypothesized for the Proto-Hungarian period (or at least for a part of it) -cf. God raise-INDEF.3SG strong protectors-3SG-ACC the truth-DAT "God raises strong protectors of the truth" (Bornemisza (1588), cited by Bárczi (1958, p. 148 ))
The assumption that Hungarian object-verb agreement originally served to mark the topic role of objects is also supported by crosslinguistic parallels. Givón (1976) argues on the basis of the analysis of various Bantu languages that definite object -verb agreement, in general, 10 A reviewer pointed out that the choice of conjugation is also partly lexically conditioned (the pronoun for all/everything as object is indefinite), and is connected with person (1st and 2nd person objects always trigger the indefinite conjugation). I argue elsewhere that the determiner minden 'every', and the pronouns minden 'everything', and mindenki 'everybody' are specific indefinites (É. Kiss 2000) , and in the case of 1st and 2nd person pronoun objects agreement is blocked by the Inverse Agreement Constraint (É. Kiss 2005 Kiss , 2011b Proto-Hungarian presumably employed verbal agreement to encode discourse functions because it had no topic and focus movement, i.e., the preverbal in situ constituents of the SOV sentence expressed both grammatical and discourse functions, as is attested in present-day Khanty and Mansi. Unlike Khanty and Mansi, however, Proto-Hungarian evolved a property that had important consequences for the further course of events in the language: it developed a generalized accusative marker. (According to Marcantonio (1985) , this suffix originally marked only topicalized objects in Proto-Hungarian. It was its extension to all direct objects that gave rise to the marking of object topicality by verbal agreement.) The generalized accusative marker licensed a more flexible word order, and, in the long run, the separation of grammatical functions and discourse roles.
As is well-known, in the present-day Hungarian sentence the preverbal positions only convey discourse functions; arguments with no special discourse roles follow the verb. The Right dislocation is a common construction in SOV languages; it also exists in present-day Khanty. Nikolaeva (1999) describes it as an afterthought construction: "Ostyak [Khanty] exhibits afterthought constructions where afterthought is represented by an element added after the completion of the sentece to clarify either another word or the content of the whole sentence. The afterthought element is extraposed after the verb, and is arguably clauseexternal" (Nikolaeva 1999, p. 57) . In the following example of Nikolaeva, the two postverbal arguments specify the implicit goal, and the pro subject, respectively:
(21) pa su:sm-ə-s joxəś xo:t-ə-l u:l-ə-m taxa pela itta maxim again walk-EP-PAST-3SG back house-EP-3SG be-EP-PASTPART place to that Maxim "Again he walked back to the place where his house was, this Maxim." (Nikolaeva 1999: 57) In Proto-Hungarian, the appearance of a general accusative marker, i.e., the morphological distinction of the subject and object must have facilitated the use of right dislocation. I assume that when the proportion of right dislocated elements achieved a certain threshold, new generations of speakers analyzed them as base-generated, and interpreted the preverbal constituents as preposed into left-peripheral functional positions associated with discourse functions. That is, for these new generations of speakers, the fusion of discourse roles and grammatial functions, typical of many Uralic languages, ceased to exist; the verb divided the sentence into separate discourse-functional and thematic domains. The clause-initial subject/topic position was reanalyzed as a topic slot, and the preverbal object/focus position was reanalyzed as a focus slot. 12 The postverbal arguments of Proto-Hungarian, representing right-dislocated elements, came to be reanalyzed as arguments in situ. That is: 14 In Hungarian, no obligatory pause before postverbal arguments has grammaticalized. The preverbal focus and the verb form a single prosodic word. The 'focus plus verb' complex can be followed by a pause, i.e., a prosodic phrase boundary, if it is followed by stressed constituents conveying contextually new information. Observe the prosodic phrasing of the following example:
who left PRT John left PRT the school-to "Who left?" "JOHN left for SCHOOL." 15 Recall that the three centuries between 896 and the time of the first surviving Hungarian document are part of the Old Hungarian period for Hungarian linguistic tradition, but since its language is undocumented except for fragments, mainly proper names in Latin and Greek documents, I regard it as Proto-Hungarian. "and of the fruit, so bitter was the juice"
The preverbal subjects have all been A-bar moved. They are either aboutness topics, or foci.
In (27), isten 'God' functions as an aboutness topic, preposing a referent given in the comment of the previous clause:
(27) Es vimagguc mend szentucut. hug legenec neki seged uromc scine elevt.
and adore-IMP-1PL all saints-ACC that be-IMP-3PL him aide lord-1PL-GEN in-front-of
that god their prayer-3PL-because.of forgive-SUBJUNC.3SG he sin-3SG-ACC "And let us adore all saints that they be his aide in front of our Lord. That God should forgive his sin because of their prayer"
The interrogative wh-phrase in (28a) and the pronoun answering it in (28b) are foci. The focus role of the pronominal subject in (28b) is indicated, among others, by the lack of prodrop. waited-I until PRT not arive-PAST.3SG
"I was waiting until he arrived."
Finite clauses replacing non-finite subordinate clauses
In the course of the Old and Middle Hungarian periods, we attest the slow disappearance of it-ACC say-PAST-3PL that pieces-into tear-DEF.3PL
"they said that they would tear him into pieces" (Káldi-Neovulgata (1997)) c. Azt gondolták, hogy megölik.
it-ACC think-PAST-3PL that "They thought that they would kill him."
Object control has almost disappeared; in Modern Hungarian it is only allowed by the verbs 
Postpositions reinterpreted as bound morphemes
In Although bele, belevl and their nominal complements are spelled as one word in (50b) and (50c), their postposition status is shown by the fact that -unlike case endings -they are twosyllable long, and they still have not developed their back-vowel allomorphs required by Hungarian vowel harmony. These postpositions derived from the noun bél ‛internal part'
supplied with different archaic case suffixes, and their internal structure could still be recognizable around 1200. 
Conclusion
The paper has argued on the basis of evidence of various kinds that Hungarian underwent a word order change from SOV to Top Foc V X* prior to its documented history beginning at the end of the 12th century. It has been argued that the most likely scenario of this change was the spreading of right dislocation, and the reanalysis of right dislocated elements by new generations of speakers as arguments in situ. In Hungarian − as opposed to Khanty and Mansi, its sister languages − right dislocation was facilitated by the extension of differential object marking to all direct objects, i.e., the systematic morphological encoding of grammatical functions. In the Uralic family, only some of the European branches, surrounded by Indo-European languages for more than a millenium, have changed from head-final to head-initial. This raises the possibility that their change was supported by areal pressure.
